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on  “Liberal  Views  of  the  Ministry,”  and  believing  its  sound  and  scriptu¬ 
ral  views  to  be  eminently  adapted  to  useful  and  seasonable  results,  both 
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desiring  its  preservation  in  a  permanent  shape,  we  ask  the  favor  of  a  copy 
for  publication. 
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for  publication  a  copy  of  the  Sermon,  preached  Sunday  evening,  on 
“  Liberal  Views  of  the  Ministry.”  Evangelical  men  have  been  too  back¬ 
ward  in  proclaiming  the  truth,  as  they  hold  it,  on  this  important  subject. 
Believing,  as  I  do  most  thoroughly,  that  the  views  advocated  in  this 
Sermon  are  the  only  ones  in  accordance  with  which  the  standards  of  our 
Church  can  be  interpreted  in  harmony  with  themselves  and  with  the 
word  of  God,  I  am  thankful  for  the  opportunity  thus  afforded  of  adding 
my  hupible  testimony  to  the  truth  of  God ;  and  praying  for  His  blessing 
to  rest  upon  it, 

I  remain,  affectionately  your  friend, 

Richard  Newton. 
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SERMON. 


For  tiiere  must  be  also  heresies  among  you,  that  they  which  are 
APPROVED  MAY  BE  MADE  MANIFEST  AMONG  YOU. - 1  Col',  xi.  19. 


How  strange  it  is  that  there  should  exist  among  the 
members  of  the  Church  of  Christ  on  earth,  differences  of 
opinion  so  numerous,  and  so  great!  It  is  strange  when 
we  look  at  it  from  one  point  of  view ;  but  looked  at  from 
another  it  is  not  strange.  When  we  remember  that  alb 
the  members  of  Christ’s  Church  have  one  book  which 
they  hold  in  common,  and  to  whose  authority  they  all 
profess  to  bow;  and  but  one,  all-wise  and  unerring  Tea¬ 
cher — the  blessed  Spirit  of  God — it  may  seem  strange 
that  such  endless  diversities  of  opinion  should  be  found 
existing  among  them.  But,  when  we  bear  in  mind,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  imperfections  that  cling  to  us  in  our 
present  state ;  the  broad  margin  allowed  to  Satan  to 
play  on  those  imperfections ;  and  the  mysterious  way  in 
which  the  providence  of  God  works  through  these  very 
agencies  to  discipline  His  people,  and  train  them  for 
heaven,  then  it  is  not  strange. 

There  is  the  ocean.  When  you  remember  how  God 
holds  it  in  His  hand,  with  a  power  that  is  absolute  in  its 
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control,  you  may  think  it  strange  that  He  should  ever 
allow  storms  to  sweep  over  it  with  destructive  power ; 
or  strong  currents  to  agitate  and  sway  its  waters,  now 
in  this  direction,  and  nowT  in  that.  Those  storms  are 
fraught  with  peril.  How  many  gallant  vessels,  over¬ 
whelmed  by  their  violence,  have  been  sunk  thereby  in 
the  mighty  waters !  Those  currents  are  dangerous.  How 
many  a  noble  bark  have  they  borne  out  of  her  course, 
and  left  upon  some  shoal  or  rock,  a  stranded  wreck ! 
But  suppose  God  should  exercise  the  power  He  has  over 
the  ocean  in  such  a  way  as  to  arrest  every  current,  and 
prevent  any  storm  from  gathering  and  bursting  over  the 
ocean  :  what  would  the  result  be  !  Stagnation  and  cor¬ 
ruption  would  ensue.  And  the  breeze  from  the  ocean 
instead  of  being  welcomed  as  it  now  is,  for  its  reviving 
and  health-inspiring  influence,  like  the  deadly  simoon 
from  the  desert,  would  be  fraught  with  pestilence,  and 
blasting,  and  death.  God  makes  use  of  the  storms  and 
the  currents  of  the  ocean  to  preserve  its  purity.  And, 
just  in  the  same  way,  He  makes  use  of  the  heresies  pre¬ 
vailing  in  the  Church,  to  preserve  the  truth  of  the  Gos¬ 
pel  in  its  purity  and  integrity.  And  this,  I  take  it,  was 
the  meaning  of  the  apostle  when  he  wrote  the  language 
of  our  text.  “  There  must  be  also  heresies  among  you, 
that  they  which  are  approved  may  be  made  manifest.” 

There  have  always  been  errors  in  the  Church.  When 
our  blessed  Lord  was  on  earth,  He  found  the  Jewish 
Church  split  up  into  parties.  The  Pharisees,  and  Saddu- 
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cees,  the  Herodians  and  others,  were  divided  in  their 
views  as  to  various  matters  of  doctrine  and  practice. 
And  no  sooner  was  the  Christian  Church  established, 
than  parties  sprung  up  holding  different  views  on  cir¬ 
cumcision;  on  the  observance  of  the  Jewish  rites;  on 
eating  meats  that  had  been  offered  to  idols ;  and  on  many 
other  points.  And  from  that  time  down  to  the  present, 
errors  and  heresies  have  been  springing  up  in  the  Church, 
like  weeds  in  a  garden,  with  an  unceasing  and  luxuriant 
growth. 

Our  own  branch  of  the  Church  of  Christ — The  Pro¬ 
testant  Episcopal  Church — has  presented  no  exception 
to  this  general  rule.  There  have  been  different  views 
held  among  us  in  regard  to  various  things.  Especially 
with  reference  to  the  sacraments  and  the  ministry,  have 
these  different  opinions  prevailed.  Some  regard  the 
sacraments  as  life-giving,  saving  ordinances,  the  chief 
channels  through  which  God  dispenses  His  grace  to  men. 
They  look  upon  the  sacrament  of  baptism  as  God's  great 
ordinance  for  imparting  spiritual  life  to  men  ;  and  the 
sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper,  as  the  principal  ordi¬ 
nance  appointed  of  God  for  confirming  and  developing 
the  principle  of  spiritual  life  supposed  to  have  been  im¬ 
parted  to  the  souls  of  ITis  people  in  baptism.  Others 
look  upon  God’s  word — the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus — as 
the  great  instrumentality  employed  by  God  for  convert¬ 
ing  the  souls  of  His  people,  or  quickening  them  into  new¬ 
ness  of  life.  These  regard  the  sacraments,  not  only  as 
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signs  ami  seals  of  the  grace  thus  communicated  ;  but  also 
as  means  ordained  of  God  for  strengthening  and  confirm¬ 
ing  the  same. 

And  then,  as  intimately  associated  with  these  diver¬ 
gent  views  of  the  sacraments,  the  views  held  by  differ¬ 
ent  persons  in  our  Church  respecting  the  ministry,  are 
equally  opposite  and  divergent.  And  this  brings  us  to 
the  point  on  which  we  desire  now  especially  to  speak. 

There  have  always  been  two  parties  in  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  ( 'hurch,  holding  views,  if  not  directly  opposite, 
at  least  very  widely  variant  from  each  other  in  regard 
to  the  ministry.  These  two  parties  are  ordinarily  spoken 
ot  as  the  high-church  and  the  low-church  party.  These 
are  very  convenient  terms.  Nay,  they  are  very  necessary 
terms.  For  the  things  which  they  represent — the  par¬ 
ties,  the  men,  the  opinions  to  which  they  refer,  do  exist 
in  our  Church ;  and  therefore  it  is  indispensable  to  have 
terms  by  which  to  represent  them.  I  prefer,  however, 
to  use  the  terms  ultra  and  liberal  as  designating  the  ad¬ 
vocates  of  these  different  views  of  the  ministry  as  held 
in  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church.  We  sometimes 
meet  with  persons  who  pretend  to  ignore  all  party  names 
and  distinctions  in  the  Church.  They  say,  “  We  belong 
to  no  party.  We  only  profess  to  be  churchmen.  We 
hold  only  the  views  of  the  Church.”  Of  this  class  all 
that  need  be  said  is,  that  if  they  have  not  intelligence 
enough  to  know  that  real  differences  of  opinion  do  exist 
in  our  Church,  on  matters  not  fundamental  or  saving  in- 
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deed,  but  vet  gravely  important :  or  if  knowing  this  they 
have  not  force  of  character  enough  to  form  or  hold  a  dis¬ 
tinct  and  independent  view  on  these  great  subjects,  then 
wre  can  only  look  on  them  as  ciphers.  Their  opinions 
are  not  worth  regarding.  In  fact  they  have  no  opin¬ 
ions. 

My  purpose  on  the  present  occasion  is  to  state  can¬ 
didly  the  ultra  and  the  liberal  view  of  the  Christian 
ministry  as  held  in  our  Church,  and  then  to  give  my 
reasons  for  holding  the  latter  view  of  this  subject  in 
preference  to  the  former. 

The  advocates  of  the  high-church  or  ultra  view  of  the 
ministry,  believe  that  episcopal  ordination  is  absolutely 
necessary  to  the  existence  of  a  Christian  ministry  and  a 
Christian  church.  The  advocates  of  the  low-church  or 
liberal  view  of  the  ministry,  believe  that  episcopacy  is 
according  to  Scripture  :  i.e.,  they  believe  that  traces  of 
a  threefold  ministry  are  to  be  found  in  the  New  Testa¬ 
ment,  but  that  its  teachings,  on  this  subject  are  not  of 
that  decided  and  positive,  much  less  of  that  exclusive 
character  as  to  warrant  them  in  holding  that  none  but 
an  episcopal  ministry  can  be  valid.  They  believe  that 
episcopacy  is  not  essential  to  the  being  of  a  church,  or 
ministry,  though  they  think  it  favorable  to  the  best  and 
highest  development  of  the  same.  They  believe  that 
the  ministry  and  order  established  in  the  Episcopal 
Church,  have  advantages  superior  to  those  existing  else¬ 
where  ;  but  at  the  same  time  they  have  no  hesitation  in 
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believing,  and  in  proclaiming  their  belief,  that  there  may 
be  a  true  church  and  a  valid  ministry,  and  sacraments 
duly  administered  in  the  sight  of  Christ,  where  there  is 
no  episcopal  ordination. 

I  hold  to  this  liberal  view  of  the  ministry  in  the  first  place , 
because  it  is  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  and  teaching  of  the 
New  Testament ,  while  the  ultra  view  is  opposed  to  both. 

The  advocates  of  the  ultra  view  of  the  ministry  oc- 
cupy  precisely  the  ground  of  the  erring  disciples  who 
came  to  Jesus  saying,  “Master  we  saw  one  casting  out 
devils  in  thy  name,  and  we  forbade  him,  because  he  fol¬ 
lowed  not  with  us.”  Those  disciples  knew ,  without  any 
doubt  that  their  Master  had  given  them  authority  to  cast 
out  devils.  But  when  they  went  beyond  this  well  known 
fact,  and  supposed  or  inferred  that  he  had  given  no  such 
authority  to  anybody  else,  they  made  a  serious  mistake. 
Hence  Jesus  said,  “  Forbid  him  not."  This  reproof  of 
Jesus  shows  the  spirit  of  the  New  Testament  on  this 
subject.  The  advocates  of  the  ultra  view  of  the  minis¬ 
try  offend  against  this  spirit.  By  the  attitude  they  as¬ 
sume,  and  the  inferences  drawn  from  that  attitude,  they 
are  all  the  time  saying  to  those  who  follow  not  with 
them  in  casting  out  devils  in  Christ's  name,  “We  forbid 
you;  we  forbid  you.”  But  the  advocates  of  the  liberal 
view,  by  the  attitude  they  assume  and  the  inferences 
drawn  from  that  attitude  are,  all  the  time,  practically 
reiterating  their  Master’s  reproof  to  his  erring,  narrow¬ 
minded  disciples,  “  Forbid  them  not ;  forbid  them  not.” 
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But  this  ultra  view  of  the  ministry  is  opposed  to  the 
direct  teaching  of  the  New  Testament  as  well  as  to  its 
evident  spirit.  When  God  established  a  priesthood  in 
the  Jewish  Church,  of  which  a  succession  from  a  par¬ 
ticular  family,  and  in  a  particular  line  was  to  be  kept  up 
from  age  to  age,  he  not  only  distinctly  pointed  out 
which  the  family  was,  from  which  this  priesthood  should 
be  supplied,  but  IJe  also  established  a  particular  form  of 
ordination  to  be  used  when  they  were  consecrated  or  set 
apart  to  the  functions  of  their  high  office  ;  and  at  the 
same  time,  by  the  most  express  and  positive  prohibitions 
He  fenced  round  the  entrance  to  that  priesthood ,  so  that 
none  but  the  decendants  of  the  one  chosen  family  should 
have  access  to  its  privileges. 

But  when  the  Christian  Church  was  established,  and 
the  Christian  ministry  appointed,  nothing  of  this  kind 
was  done.  Jesus  chose  the  seventy  disciples  and  sent 
them  forth  to  preach.  He  commissioned  the  twelve 
apostles.  lie  gave  them  authority  to  teach  and  to 
baptize.  He  promised  to  be  with  them  to  the  end  of  the 
world.  But  lie  gave  them  no  instructions  ivhatever  about 
the  succession  of  the  ministry.  He  said  nothing  about  the 
way  in  which  ministers  were  to  be  ordained  ;  or  with 
whom  the  power  of  ordination  was  to  rest.  The  silence 
of  Jesus  on  this  subject  is  most  instructive.  When  He  gave 
the  apostles  their  commission,  His  instructions  to  them, 
as  to  the  way  of  salvation,  were  so  clear  and  distinct,  so 
positively  and  negatively  stated,  that  none  could  mistake 
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them.  ‘‘lie  that  believeth  and  is  baptized,  shall  be 
saved;  but  he  that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned.” 
This  was  making  the  matter  so  plain  that  “  the  way¬ 
faring  man  though  a  fool  could  not  err  therein.”  And 
when  we  consider  the  clearness  and  decision  of  our  Lord’s 
teaching  on  this  point,  and  reflect  that  on  the  subject  of 
the  ministry. — who  were  to  be  ordained,  and  by  whom 
their  ordination  should  be  administered, — Jesus  never  said 
one  word,  we  see  a  very  strong  reason  for  rejecting  the 
ultra  views  of  the  ministry  held  by  our  high-church 
brethren. 

When  we  pass  from  the  Gospels  to  the  Acts  and  the 
Epistles,  the  state  of  the  case  is  not  materially  altered. 
That  episcopal  ordination  was  practiced  by  the  apostles, 
and  that  a  threefold  ministry  did  exist  in  their  day,  we 
think  is  clear.  But  still,  even  they,  when  they  come  to 
speak  of  the  ministry,  and  of  ordination,  seem  to  have 
followed  very  closely  the  example  of  their  Master  in 
this  respect.  They  say  nothing  positive,  and  nothing 
negative  on  the  subject.  All  that  can  be  drawn  from 
their  writings  is  inferential.  And  these  inferences  even 
are  not  so  clear  that  Christian  men,  equally  intelligent, 
equally  honest,  and  equally  desirous  of  arriving  at  the 
truth,  are  able  to  agree  about  them. 

“  In  no  part  of  the  Scripture,”  I  quote  from  Litton  on 
the  Church,  “  is  the  rule  laid  down  that  to  a  legitimate 
ordination  the  presence  of  the  apostles  or  their  delegates 
was  necessary ;  no  intimation  was  given  that  a  mystical 
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virtue  resided  in  the  inspired  founders  of  the  church, 
which  they  only  were  capable  of  transmitting,  and  with¬ 
out  the  transmitted  possession  of  which  no  one  was  en¬ 
titled  to  preach  the  word,  or  administer  the  sacraments. 
When  the  apostles  were  present,  they,  for  obvious  rea¬ 
sons,  commonly  ordained;  where  there  were  no  apostles, 
others  might  perform  this  office,  provided  only  they  did 
so  in  an  apostolical  spirit." 

And  Dr.  Cosin,  one  of  the  most  strenuous  advocates 
of  episcopacy,  agrees  entirely  with  the  position  here 
taken  as  to  the  testimony  of  Scripture  on  this  point.  “I 
conceive,”  says  he,  “  that  the  power  of  ordination  was 
restrained  to  bishops  rather  by  apostolic  practice,  and 
the  perpetual  custom  and  canons  of  the  church  than  by 
any  absolute  precept  that  either  Christ  or  his  apostles 
gave  about  it.  Nor  can  I  yet  meet  with  any  convincing 
argument  to  set  it  upon  a  higher  and  more  divine  insti¬ 
tution.” 

Thus  it  appears  that  this  liberal  view  of  the  ministry 
is  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  and  teaching  of  the  New 
Testament,  while  the  ultra  view  is  opposed  to  both,  and 
for  this  reason  I  hold  to  the  former,  and  reject  the 
latter. 

In  the  second  place,  I  hold  to  the  liberal  view  of  the  min¬ 
istry  in  preference  to  the  ultra,  because  the  one  agrees  with 
the  plain  facts  of  God's  providence,  while  the  other  contra¬ 
dicts  those  facts. 

It  is  a  fact  of  God’s  providence  that  there  are  assem- 
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blies  of  faithful  men,  outside  of  our  denomination,  calling 
themselves  Christian  churches;  it  is  a  fact  that  among 
these  churches  are  hundreds  and  thousands  of  men  set 
apart  to  the  work  of  the  ministry  ;  it  is  a  fact  that  these 
men,  though  without  episcopal  ordination,  are  called  and 
sent  forth  among  their  several  churches  as  ministers  of 
Christ ;  it  is  a  fact  that  they  preach  the  truth  of  Christ 
in  its  simplicity  and  fullness;  it  is  a  fact  that  God  be¬ 
stows  on  these  men  the  spirit  of  Christ,  and  enriches 
them  with  precious  ministerial  gifts  ;  it  is  a  fact  that  God 
owns  and  blesses  their  ministry  by  making  it  effectual 
in  the  conversion  of  souls,  and  in  building  them  up  in 
the  knowledge  of  liis  truth,  and  the  experience  of  His 
grace,  and  that  lie  thus  puts  the  broad  seal  of  His  ac¬ 
ceptance  upon  them  as  His  ministers.  These  are  facts 
of  God’s  providence.  They  are  open,  palpable  facts, 
wrought  out  before  the  world  and  before  the  sun.  Now, 
if  I  hold  Ihe  ultra  views  of  the  ministry,  against  which 
I  am  arguing,  what  shall  I  do  with  these  facts  ?  If  I  am 
true  to  my  principles,  there  is  nothing  left  for  me  to  do 
but  to  contradict  them.  I  must  maintain  that  without 
episcopal  ordination  there  can  be  no  ministry.  I  must 
maintain  of  these  large  bodies  of  so  called  Christians 
around  me,  that  they  have  no  valid  ministry,  and  no  duly 
administered  sacraments;  and  that  thus,  being  without  a 
Christian  ministry  and  Christian  sacraments,  the  bodies 
which  they  compose  cannot  be  Christian  churches  ;  and 
that  all  the  members  of  those  bodies  are  simply  mistaken 


in  supposing  themselves  to  be  in  real  covenant  relation 
to  Christ.  But  this  is  a  position  marked  by  absolute 
absurdity.  The  man  who  can  maintain  it,  might  as  well 
stand  forth  at  noon-day  and  declare  that  there  is  no  sun 
in  the  firmament ;  or  walk  out  under  night’s  sparkling 
canopy  and  deny  that  there  are  any  stars  in  the  sky. 
And  when  this  position  is  affirmed  by  members  of  one 
of  the  smallest  Protestant  bodies  in  the  land,  there  is  a 
degree  of  arrogant  assumption  about  it  that  admits  of 
no  defence.  Nay,  more,  it  seems  to  be  a  position  that 
is  justly  chargeable  in  the  sight  of  God  with  grievous 
sin.  It  approaches  very  near  to  the  position  which 
the  Pharisees  occupied  in  our  Lord’s  day,  when  He 
charged  upon  them  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost.  The 
essence  of  that  sin,  so  far  as  now  ascertainable,  seemed 
to  be  the  determined  purpose  of  the  Pharisees  to  deny 
the  Spirit’s  agency  in  works  that,  without  any  doubt, 
were  wrought  by  His  power.  And  it  seems  to  me  that 
to  hold  these  ultra  views  of  the  ministry,  and  to  press 
them  to  their  legitimate,  logical  results,  in  denying  the 
Christian  character  of  the  ministry,  the  sacraments  and 
membership  of  the  Protestant  bodies  around  us,  is  ap¬ 
proaching,  about  as  near  as  we  can  well  get  in  these  days, 
to  the  ground  on  which  the  Pharisees  stood  when  they 
denied  the  Spirit’s  agency  in  the  gracious  works  which 
Jesus  was  carrying  on.  Thus  we  see  that  the  liberal 
view  of  the  ministry  agrees  with  the  facts  of  God’s  pro¬ 
vidence  around  us,  while  the  ultra  view  contradicts  those 
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facts,  and  for  tliis  reason  I  hold  to  the  former  and  re¬ 
ject  the  latter. 

In  the  third  place  I  hold  to  the  liberal  view  of  the  minis¬ 
try  because  it  harmonises  with  the  teaching  of  the  Prayer 
Boole ,  while  the  ultra  view  not  only  transcends  but  opposes 
that  teaching.  There  are  three  parts  of  the  Prayer  Book 
from  which  its  teaching  on  this  subject  may  be  gathered. 
The  first  of  these  is  the  preface  to  the  book.  We  read 
in  that  preface  as  follows:  “When  in  the  course  of 
Divine  Providence  these  American  States  became  inde¬ 
pendent  with  respect  to  civil  government,  their  ecclesi¬ 
astical  independence  was  necessarily  included ;  and  the 
different  religious  denominations  of  Christians  in  these 
States  were  left  at  full  and  equal  liberty  to  model  and 
organize  their  respective  churches,  and  forms  of  worship 
in  such  manner  as  they  might  deem  most  convenient.” 
Here  “  the  different  religious  denominations  of  Christ¬ 
ians”  are  distinctly  spoken  of  as  constituting  “  their 
respective  churches.”  Thus,  at  the  very  opening  of  the 
Prayer  Book  we  find  the  key-note  to  the  music  of  its 
teaching.  A  liberal  view  of  the  ministry  meets  us  in  its 
preface.  The  Prayer  Book  begins  with  an  acknowl¬ 
edgment  of  other  churches  than  our  own.  But,  as  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  teaching  of  this  book  elsewhere  given, 
there  cannot  be  a  church  where  there  is  not  a  valid 
ministry  and  duly  administered  sacraments,  then  in  ad¬ 
mitting  the  existence  of  “  other  churches,”  we  are  fairly 
warranted  in  maintaining  that  the  Prayer  Book  admits 
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the  validity  of  the  ministry  and  sacraments  as  found  in 
those  churches.  This  is  an  honest,  fair,  logical  deduc¬ 
tion.  The  force  of  it  cannot  be  controverted. 

The  next  place  to  which  we  look  for  the  teaching  of 
the  Prayer  Book  on  the  subject  now  before  us,  is  the 
Articles.  The  23d  Article,  entitled,  “  Of  Ministering  in 
the  Congregation,”  is  the  one  that  hears  especially  on 
this  matter.  It  reads  as  follows  :  “  It  is  not  lawful  for 
any  man  to  take  upon  him  the  office  of  public  preaching, 
or  ministering  the  sacraments  in  the  congregation,  before 
he  be  lawfully  called  and  sent  to  execute  the  same.  And 
those  we  ought  to  judge  lawfully  called  and  sent ,  which  be 
chosen  and  called  to  this  ivorlc,  by  men  who  have  public  au¬ 
thority  given  unto  them  in  the  congregation,  to  call  and  send 
ministers  into  the  Lord's  vineyard 

Now  bear  in  mind  that  these  Articles  are  the  highest 
source  of  authority  in  matters  of  doctrine,  in  our  Church, 
outside  of  the  Bible.  These  Articles  contain  the  consti¬ 
tutional,  fundamental  law  of  the  Church.  The  canons 
of  the  Church  are  changing  continually.  Every  General 
Convention  makes  some  change  in  them ;  but  the  Arti¬ 
cles  remain  unchanged.  They  were  adopted  from  the 
English  Prayer  Book  after  the  Revolution,  with  no  other 
changes  than  those  which  the  altered  condition  of  the 
country  rendered  necessary.  And  since  then  they  have 
remained  unaltered.  It  is  through  the  Articles  there¬ 
fore,  that  the  voice  of  our  Church  is  heard  speaking  in 
its  most  authoritative  and  majestic  tones.  And  here,  in 
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this  2->d  Article,  when  speaking  of  what  constitutes  a 
valid  ministry,  how  truly  liberal  are  her  utterances ! 
“  Those  we  ought  to  judge  lawfully  called  and  sent,  which 
be  chosen  and  called  to  this  work” — -by  what?  by  whom? 
Is  it  by  episcopal  ordination,  or  by  the  laying  on  of  the 
hands  of  the  Bishop?  Not  all.  There  is  no  mention  of 
episcopacy  here.  The  word  bishop  is  not  found  in  the 
Article,  fhe  calling,  the  sending ,  the  ordaining ,  is  said 
to  be,  “  By  men  who  have  public  authority  given  unto  them 
m  the  congregation ,  to  call  and  send  ministers  into  the 
Lord  s  vineyard.  Is  this  the  language  of  the  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  ?  Yes.  Why  this  would  describe  a 
Presbyterian  ordination.  Certainly.  It  was  designed 
to  describe  such  an  ordination.  This  would  describe  an 
ordination  in  any  non-episcopal  congregation.  Certainly 
it  would.  It  was  designed  to  describe  what  constitutes 
a  valid  ordination  in  any  Christian  church ;  and  it  does 
so  in  language  which  any  Christian  church  may  adopt; 
language  in  entire  accordance  with  the  teaching  of  the 
New  Testament.  Now  in  seeking  to  form  a  correct 
judgment  ot  the  original  meaning  of  this  Article,  we 
should  bear  in  mind  who  the  framers  of  the  Article  were; 
what  was  the  particular  evil  it  was  designed  to  counter¬ 
act  ;  and  what  wms  the  early  practice  of  the  English 
Church  under  it.  This  Article  was  framed  by  Arch¬ 
bishop  Crammer  in  the  year  1-352.  Ilis  liberal  views  of 
the  ministry  are  very  well  known.  In  drawing  up  these 
Articles  and  arranging  the  liturgy  and  offices  of  the 
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Prayer  Book,  he  had  invited  over  to  England  two  eminent 
non-episcopal  divines — Martin  Bacer  and  Peter  Mar¬ 
tyr — that  he  might  have  the  benefit  of  their  advice  and 
consultation.  If  this  Article  was  so  framed  as  to  meet 
their  approval,  it  must  have  been  understood  in  the 
liberal  sense  for  which  we  are  now  contending. 

Then  bear  in  mind  what  the  great  evil  of  that  age  was, 
with  special  reference  to  which  this  Article  was  adopted. 
There  sprung  in  connection  with  the  Reformed  Churches 
everywhere,  a  fanatical  sect  known  as  Ana-baptists. 
They  ran  into  the  wildest  extravagances.  On  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  ministry  they  held  that  no  public  ordination 
was  necessary;  but  that  every  man  who  thought  himself 
moved  thereto  by  the  Spirit  of  God,  was  at  liberty  to 
exercise  the  functions  of  the  ministry.  This  gave  rise 
to  the  utmost  confusion  and  disorder.  This  23d  Article 
was  designed  to  protect  the  Church  from  these  irregu¬ 
larities. 

And  then  there  is  another  important  fact  in  the  history 
of  the  Church  at  that  period.  For  more  than  a  hundred 
years  after  the  adoption  of  this  Article,  it  was  a  common 
thing  for  the  Church  of  England  to  admit  non-episcopal 
ministers,  not  only  occasionally  to  officiate,  but  to  hold 
livings,  and  be  permanently  settled  as  her  own  clergy 
were,  without  re-ordination.  Of  course  this  never  would 
have  been  allowed  if  any  other  construction  had  been 
put  upon  this  Article  than  the  liberal  one  here  main¬ 
tained.  And  when  this  practice  was  changed,  it  was 
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done  on  the  ground  of  expediency  alone,  and  not  on  the 
ground  of  doctrine;  for  the  great  organic  law  of  the 
Church  on  this  subject — the  23d  Article — was  left  un¬ 
changed.*  This  article  contains  the  teaching  of  our 
Church  on  the  subject  of  ordination  in  general,  as  that 
teaching  has  remained  since  the  time  of  the  Reformation.-}* 

*  The  real  reason  for  this  change  of  practice  was,  that  persons  thus 
admitted  as  ministers  in  the  Church  without  a  real  love  for  its  services, 
were  sometimes  found  to  do  great  harm;  and  therefore  it  was  deemed  ex¬ 
pedient  to  require  Episcopal  ordination  for  all  persons  received  as  minis¬ 
ters  in  “  this  Church.” 

f  In  support  of  the  statement  here  made,  I  quote  the  following  extracts 
from  an  English  work  entitled,  “  The  Bo  k  of  Common  Prayer  in  its  His¬ 
tory  and  Interpretation,”  by  the  Rev.  R.  P.  Blakeney,  LL.D. : 

“  The  Church  of  England  does  not  insist  upon  the  necessity  of  Episco¬ 
pal  ordination,  but  recognizes  other  churches  as  branches  of  the  Catholic 
Church,  though  non-episcopal.  In  proof  of  this  we  appeal  to  her  55th 
Canon  : 

“  Before  all  sermons,  lectures  and  homilies,  the  preachers  and  ministers 
shall  move  the  people  to  join  with  them  in  prayer,  in  this  form,  or  to  this 
effect,  as  briefly,  as  conveniently  they  may ;  Ye  shall  pray  for  Christ’s 
holy  Catholic  Church  ;  that  is,  for  the  whole  congregation  of  Christian 
people  dispersed  throughout  the  whole  world,  and  especially  for  the 
Churches  of  England,  Scotland  and  Ireland.” 

“  Here  special  mention  is  made  of  the  Church  of  Scotland  as  a  portion 
of  the  Catholic  Church.  But  when  this  canon  was  drawn  up,  episcopal 
government  was  not  exercised  in  the  Church  of  Scotland.  Thus  then  it  is 
a  matter  of  fact  that  the  Church  of  England  gives  canonical  recognition 
to  the  Church  of  Scotland,  Presbyterian  as  it  is.” 

“The  following  is  an  extract  from  the  order  of  prayer  published  by 
Queen  Elizabeth,  in  1580  : 

“  And  herein  (good  Lord)  by  special  name  we  beseech  Thee  for  the 
Churches  of  France,  Flanders,  and  of  such  other  places;  help  them  after 
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Elsewhere,  as  we  shall  see  directly,  when  our  Church 
comes  to  legislate  for  her  own  ministers,  she  goes  fur- 

their  long  troubles,  as  thou  shalt  see  to  be  best  for  them  in  advancing  of 
thine  own  glory.” 

“  In  fact  no  one  of  the  Churches  of  England  in  those  days,  thought  of 
calling  in  question  the  validity  of  the  orders  and  sacraments  of  the  Re¬ 
formed  Churches.” 

“Bishop  Cosin,”  (though  himself  a  high-church  man,)  “gives  the  fol¬ 
lowing  strong  testimony  on  this  point : 

“  Therefore  if  at  any  time,  a  minister  so  ordained  in  these  French 
Churches  came  to  incorporate  himself  in  ours,  and  to  receive  a  public 
charge  or  care  of  souls  among  us,  in  the  Church  of  England  (as  I  have 
known  some  of  them  to  have  so  done  of  late,  and  can  instance  in  many 
others  before  my  time),  our  bishops  did  not  re-ordain  him  before  they  ad¬ 
mitted  him  to  his  charge,  as  they  must  have  done  if  his  former  ordination 
had  not  been  valid.  Nor  did  our  laws  require  more  of  him,  than  to  declare 
his  public  consent  to  the  religion  received  among  us,  and  to  subscribe  the 
articles  establised.” 

“  The  late  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (Dr.  Sumner),  gives  the  following 
emphatic  testimony  on  this  point : 

“  I  hardly  imagine  there  are  two  bishops  on  the  Bench,  or  one  clergy¬ 
man  in  fifty  throughout  our  Church,  who  would  deny  the  validity  of  those 
pastors  on  account  of  their  wanting  the  imposition  of  episcopal  hands.” 

“  The  Church  of  England,  though  requiring  episcopal  ordination  for 
herself,  indirectly  sanctions  Presbyterian  orders,  by  the  position  of  her 
Bishop  at  Jerusalem.” 

The  Queen’s  license  for  the  consecration  of  the  first  Bishop  of  Jerusa¬ 
lem,  provides  for  the  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction  over  Anglican  Ministers 
in  the  diocese  ;  and  11  other  Protestant  congregations  desirous  of  placing 
themselves  under  his  authority.” 

“  The  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  in  his  letter  to  the  King  of  Prussia 
(June  18,  1842),  states  that  the  Bishop  would  ‘consider  it  his  duty  to 
take  under  his  pastoral  care  all  the  congregations  of  the  German  Protes¬ 
tant  faith  who  may  desire  it.’” 
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flier  than  this  ;  and  insists,  as  she  has  a  perfect  right  to 
do,  that  none  shall  statedly  minister  within  her  borders 
but  such  as  have  received  episcopal  ordination.  From 
the  very  ground  of  my  heart  I  bless  God  for  this  23d 
Article,  and  for  the  liberal  view  of  the  ministry  which  it 
teaches  and  enforces  ly  all  ilte  sanction  of  the  highest 
authority  in  our  Protestant  Church.  I  bless  God  for  all 
the  39  Articles.  They  have  ever  been  the  bulwark  and 
defence  of  our  faith  ;  and  they  are  so  still.  I  do  not 
wonder  that  the  whole  tribe  of  ritualists  and  Roman- 
izers,  who  are  disturbing  our  peace  by  trying  to  unpro¬ 
testantize  our  Church,  should  so  hate  the  Articles ; 
should  wish  them  at  the  bottom  of  the  sea;  and  con¬ 
temptuously  designate  them  as  “  the  forty  stripes  save  one 
which  were  laid  upon  the  Church  at  the  Reformation 

*  Some  of  the  advocates  of  the  ultra  view  of  the  ministry,  may  say  that 
in  determining  the  sense  in  which  we  are  to  interpret  the  Article,  we  must 
be  guided  by  the  Ordinal ;  or  in  other  words,  that  when  the  framers  of  the 
Articles  used  the  lengthened  phrase,  “  Men  who  have  public  authority 
given  unto  them  in  the  congregation,  to  call  and  send  ministers  into  the 
Lord’s  vineyard,”  they  meant  to  say,  bishops, — that  this  was  their  way 
of  denoting  episcopal  ordination. 

To  this  I  answer  no;  most  decidedly  and  emphatically,  wo.  In  the 
Preface  to  the  Ordinal  when  the  framers  of  the  Prayer  Book  wanted  to 
say  bishops,  they  said  bishops.  When  they  wanted  to  say  episcopal  ordi¬ 
nation,  they  said  episcopal  ordination;  just  as  intelligent,  sensible  men, 
such  as  they  were,  should  have  said.  And  if  they  meant  to  say  bishops,  or 
episcopal  ordination,  in  this  Article,  in  the  name  of  common  sense  I  ask, 
Why  didn’t  they  say  it?  Can  any  man  doubt  that  the  only  reason  why 
they  did  not  use  these  terms  here,  was  that  they  did  not  mean  to  speak  of 
that  which  these  terms  represent  ?  It  would  have  been  a  great  deal  easier 
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And  now  let  us  look  at  the  third  place  in  the  Prayer 
Book  from  which  we  are  to  gather  the  teaching  of  our 
Church  in  regard  to  the  ministry.  This  is  found  in  the 
Preface  to  the  ordination  offices.  This  reads  as  fol¬ 
lows  : 

“  It  is  evident  unto  all  men  diligently  reading  holy 
Scripture  and  ancient  authors,  that  from  the  apostle’s 
time  there  have  been  three  orders  of  ministers  in  Christ’s 
Church, — bishops,  priests  and  deacons.  Which  officers 
were  evermore  had  in  such  reverent  estimation,  that  no 


for  them  to  have  used  these  terms  than  to  have  employed  the  long  peri¬ 
phrasis  which  is  here  made  use  of  instead  of  them.  The  framers  of  the 
Prayer  Book  used  different  language  in  the  Article  from  that  used  by  them 
in  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal,  for  the  simple  and  sufficient  reason  that  they 
were  speaking  of  a  different  thing.  If  a  traveler,  who  is  trying  to  reach  a 
certain  place,  has  a  choice  of  roads  before  him;  and  if  he  knows  that  one 
of  these  roads  is  short,  direct  and  plain,  while  the  other  is  long  and  round 
about,  he  will  be  sure  to  take  the  short  road  in  preference  to  the  long  one, 
unless  he  has  a  particular  reason  for  taking  the  longer  road.  And  it  was 
just  so  with  our  Reformers.  They  were  men  of  too  much  learning  and 
common  sense  to  use  the  round-about  language  of  this  23d  Article,  as  the 
best  definition  they  could  give  of  a  bishop,  or  of  episcopal  ordination.  If  they 
had  meant  bishop  or  episcopal  ordination  here,  they  would  have  said  so.  But 
they  did  not  say  so.  The  only  sensible  reason  to  be  assigned  for  this  is, 
that  that  was  not  what  they  meant  to  say.  Their  aim  was  doubtless  to 
make  the  Article  give  a  definition  of  ordination  that  would  agree  with  the 
admission  contained  in  the  Preface  to  the  Prayer  Book.  This  they  have 
succeeded  in  doing.  For  by  putting  the  construction  now  contended  for 
upon  the  Article,  it  is  possible  to  interpret  all  the  different  parts  of  the 
Prayer  Book  in  perfect  harmony  with  each  other  and  with  God’s  word 
written.  But  this  is  what  those  cannot  do,  loho  attempt  to  force  the  ultra 
view  of  the  ministry  upon  this  Article. 
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man  might  presume  to  execute  any  of  them,  except  he 
were  first  called,  tried,  examined,  and  known  to  have 
such  qualities  as  are  requisite  for  the  same ;  and  also  by 
public  prayer,  with  imposition  of  hands  were  approved 
and  admitted  thereto  by  lawful  authority.  And  there¬ 
fore,  to  the  intent  that  these  orders  may  be  continued 
and  reverently  used  and  esteemed  in  this  Church,  no 
man  shall  be  accounted  or  taken  to  be,  a  lawful  bishop, 
priest  or  deacon  in  this  Church,  or  suffered  to  execute 
any  of  the  said  functions,  except  he  be  called,  tried,  ex¬ 
amined,  and  admitted  thereunto,  according  to  the  form 
hereafter  following,  or  hath  had  episcopal  consecration 
or  ordination.” 

Now  the  only  construction  that  can  consistently  and 
honestly  be  put  upon  this  language  is,  that  it  is  intended 
to  apply  to  all  who  are  received  as  ministers  in  the  Pro¬ 
testant  Episcopal  Church,  without  expressing  any  opinion 
as  to  the  position  and  character  of  those  received  as 
ministers  of  Christ  in  other  churches.  Two  considera¬ 
tions  prove  this  point  conclusively. 

One  of  these  is  the  carefully  guarded  language  of  this 
Preface  to  the  Ordinal.  You  see  this  care  in  the  way  in 
which  the  phrase  “this  Church”  is  used,  as  determining 
the  application  of  the  language  employed.  The  Preface 
does  not  undertake  to  teach  that  there  is  no  other  min¬ 
istry  in  the  Church  of  Christ  but  a  threefold  ministry ; 
or  that  no  man  can  lawfully  enter  the  ministry  of  Christ’s 
Church,  but  through  our  forms  of  ordination.  It  only 
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teaches  that  there  is  no  other  lawful  way  of  entering  the 
ministry  in  ‘‘this  Church.”  “In  both  these  places,” 
says  Dr.  Stone,  in  his  admirable  work  on  “The  Living 
Temple,”  “that  little  word  ‘ this  is  brimfull  of  meaning 
and  importance.”  In  the  first  paragraph  of  the  Preface 
occurs  the  phrase  “  Christ’s  Church in  the  second  para¬ 
graph  twice  occurs  the  phrase  “ this  Church;''  and  the 
question  naturally  arises,  Does  the  Preface,  in  its  second 
paragraph,  mean  by  the  phrase  “this  Church,”  what  it 
means  in  the  first  paragraph  by  the  phrase  “Christ’s 
Church  ?”  I  answer  it  does  not  and  cannot  mean  the 
same.  If  by  “  this  Church”  the  Preface  had  simply  in¬ 
tended  to  repeat  the  terms  “  Christ’s  Church,”  it  would 
declare  what  our  ecclesiastical  authority  has  never  else¬ 
where  declared,  and  what,  until  we  lose  our  Protestant¬ 
ism,  that  authority  never  can  he  made  to  declare,  viz. : 
that  without  an  episcopacy  there  can  be  no  ministry  in 
the  Church  of  Christ.  Let  us  for  a  moment  put  the 
Preface  in  this  form,  and  see  where  we  shall  be.  “  In 
Christ’s  Church  there  have  been  always  bishops,  priests 
and  deacons;  and  therefore  it  is  decreed  that  in  this 
Church,  this  Church  of  Christ,  no  man  shall  be  accounted 
a  lawful  bishop,  priest  or  deacon,  or  be  suffered  to  execute 
any  of  the  said  functions,  unless  he  shall  be  called,  tried, 
examined,  and  admitted  thereto  according  to  our  form 
or  some  other  episcopal  mode  of  ordination.”  We  see  at 
once  that  this  would  make  our  Church  declare  that  there 
is  not  now,  and  never  has  been,  any  Christian  ministry, 
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except  such  as  has  been  epis copal ly  ordained.  It  would 
put  our  Church  in  the  ridiculous  attitude  of  attempting 
impotently  to  forbid  all  non-episcopal  ministers,  any¬ 
where  in  the  Church,  exercising  any  ministerial  func¬ 
tions.  It  would  make  our  Church  stultify  herself  by 
freely  acknowledging  in  her  Preface  to  the  “  Book  of 
Common  Prayer,”  that  non-episcopal  denominations  are 
“ churches,”  and  have  “full  and  equal  liberty”  with  her¬ 
self,  “  to  model  and  organize  their  respective  churches 
and  forms  of  worship  and  discipline  in  such  manner  as 
they  may  judge  most  convenient  for  their  prosperity;” 
and  then  in  the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal,  ignoring  their 
existence  as  churches,  and  denying  to  them  the  rights 
essential  to  such  existence.  “  The  truth  is,  that  this 
Preface  to  the  Ordinal,  after  asserting  the  fact  that  there 
ever  have  been  three  orders  of  ministers  in  the  Church 
since  the  apostles’  time,  goes  on  to  affirm  this,  and  no 
more  ;  that  in  This  “  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the 
United  States  of  America;”  in  This  Church  for  which 
the  following  Ordinal  has  been  drawn  up — the  ministry 
shall  always  retain  the  three  orders  of  “bishops,  presby¬ 
ters  and  deacons.”  Any  man  may  hold,  as  a  matter  of 
private  opinion ,  that  there  never  was,  and  never  can  be, 
any  Christian  ministry  without  bishops;  but  our  Church 
in  this  Preface  to  her  Ordinal  teaches  no  such  thing, 
and  never  can  be  made  to  teach  such  a  thing  so  long  as 
she  remains  Protestant. 

And  then  there  is  another  consideration  which  proves 
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still  further  that  the  view  here  taken  of  this  matter,  is 
the  correct  one.  You  must  confine  the  language  we  are 
considering  to  our  own  clergy,  or  else  you  must  forbid 
the  employment  of  lay-agency  in  any  good  work.  This 
language  peremptorily  forbids  the  exercise  of  any 
“ function ”  of  the  ministry,  except  by  bishop,  priest,  or 
deacon.  But  teaching  and  exhorting  are  among  the  high¬ 
est  functions  of  the  ministry.  If  I  felt  obliged  to  take 
the  Preface  to  the  Ordinal  in  any  other  sense  than  that 
now  given,  I  should  be  compelled  to  give  up  the  use  of 
lay-agency.  I  should  feel  bound  to  break  up  my  Sun¬ 
day-school  work,  and  turn  all  the  teachers  out  of  their 
places.  Teaching  is  a  “ function”  of  the  ministry;  and 
unless  I  could  get  a  supply  of  “bishops,  priests,  or 
deacons”  to  do  the  work,  it  would  have  to  remain 
undone. 

Another  argument  against  this  ultra  view  of  the  min¬ 
istry,  as  not  the  teaching  of  the  Prayer  Book,  might  be 
urged  from  the  language  of  the  20th  Article,  on  the 
authority  of  the  Church.  That  Article  declares  that, 
“It  is  not  lawful  for  the  Church  to  ordain  anything  con¬ 
trary  to  God’s  word  written.”  Now  for  our  Church  to 
insist  that  all  her  own  ministers  shall  receive  episcopal 
ordination,  is  clearly  according  to  Scripture,  for  there  we 
do  find  ordination  by  bishops  recognized.  But  for  this 
Church  to  require  her  members  to  believe  and  hold  that 
there  can  be  no  ministry  without  episcopal  ordination, 
would  be  to  require  what  no  mortal  man  has  ever  been 
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N  able  to  prove  from  the  Word  of  God.  To  do  this  would 
be  contrary  to  this  20th  Article,  and  therefore  that  view 
of  the  ministry  which  would  involve  such  a  result,  can 
not  be  the  teaching  of  the  Prayer  Book. 

This  liberal  view  of  the  ministry  harmonizes  with  the 
teaching  of  the  Prayer  Book,  and  for  this  reason  I  hold 
to  it  in  preference  to  the  ultra  view. 

The  fourth  and  last  reason  why  I  hold  to  this  liberal 
view  of  the  ministry  is,  that  it  harmonizes  with  the  Canons 
of  our  Church  properly  interpreted. 

The  Canon  generally  regarded  as  favoring  the  ultra 
view  of  the  ministry,  against  which  we  have  been  argu¬ 
ing,  is  what  is  known  as  Canon  XI.,  Title  I.  “  01  per¬ 
sons  not  ministers  officiating.”  It  reads  thus :  “  No 
person  shall  be  permitted  to  officiate  in  any  congregation 
of  this  Church,  without  first  producing  the  evidence  of 
his  being  a  minister  thereof  to  the  minister,  or  in  case  of 
a  vacancy  or  absence,  to  the  church  w  nolens,  vestrymen, 
or  trustees  of  the  congregation.” 

It  is  contended  by  those  who  hold  the  ultra  view  of 
the  ministry,  that  this  Canon  favors  their  view,  and  that 
it  constitutes  a  legal  barrier  in  the  way  of  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  any  ministerial  function,  at  any  time,  by  one 
who  has  not  had  episcopal  ordination.  This  is  to  mis¬ 
apprehend  entirely  the  nature  and  design  of  the  Canon. 
There  are  two  things  about  this  Canon  which  prove  con¬ 
clusively  that  this  cannot  be  its  meaning ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  it  is  not  intended  to  apply  to  non-episcopal 
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ministers.  One  of  these  is  the  history  of  the  Canon;  the 
other  is  its  heading. 

The  history  of  the  Canon  proves  that  this  cannot  he  its 
meaning.  The  first  time  that  we  meet  with  this  Canon — 
or  rather  with  that  out  of  which  this  Canon  has  origina¬ 
ted — is  in  the  Journal  of  the  General  Convention  of 
1789  Among  the  Canons  passed  at  that  Convention,  it 
is  entitled  “ Canon  IX.”  “Of  those  who  having  been 
ordained  by  foreign  bishops,  settle  in  this  Church.”  It 
reads  as  follows: 

“  No  person,  not  a  member  of  this  Church,  who  shall 
profess  to  he  episcopalty  ordained,  shall  be  permitted  to 
officiate  therein,  until  he  shall  have  exhibited  to  the 
vestry  of  the  Church  in  which  he  shall  offer  to  officiate, 
a  certificate  signed  by  the  bishop  of  the  diocese  or  dis¬ 
trict,  or  where  there  is  no  bishop,  by  three  clergymen  of 
the  Standing  Committee  of  the  Convention  of  that  State, 
that  his  letters  of  orders  are  authentic  and  given  by  some 
bishop,  whose  authority  is  acknowledged  by  this  Church, 
and  also  satisfactory  evidence  of  his  moral  character.” 

This  is  the  first  draft  we  have  of  our  present  eleventh 
Canon.  We  see  here  both  from  the  title  of  that  Canon, 
and  from  its  language  throughout,  that  it  was  framed  with¬ 
out  any  reference  whatsoever  to  non-episcopal  ministers. 

The  next  time  we  meet  with  this  Canon  is  in  the 
Journal  of  the  following  General  Convention  of  1792. 
Among  the  “Additional  Canons”  then  passed,  it  appears 
as  Canon  V.  in  this  form : 
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“No  stranger  shall  be  permitted  to  officiate  in  any  con¬ 
gregation  of  this  Church,  without  first  producing  the 
evidence  of  his  being  a  minister  thereof,  to  the  minister, 
or  in  case  of  vacancy  or  absence,  to  the  church  wardens, 
vestry,  or  trustees  of  the  congregation.  And  in  case  any 
person  not  regularly  ordained  shall  assume  the  minis¬ 
terial  office,  and  perform  any  of  the  duties  thereof  in  this 
Church,  the  minister,  or  in  case  of  vacancy  or  absence, 
the  church  wardens,  vestrymen,  or  trustees  of  the  con¬ 
gregation,  where  such  offence  may  be  committed,  shall 
cause  the  name  of  such  person,  together  with  the  offence, 
to  be  published  in  as  many  of  the  public  papers  as  may 
be  convenient.” 

Subsequently  the  word  “person”  was  substituted  for 
the  word  “stranger;”  and  the  latter  part  of  the  Canon  of 
1792,  about  publishing  the  offender  in  the  newspapers  was 
omitted.  With  these  slight,  alterations  the  Canon  of  to- 
day  is  identically  the  same  as  the  Canon  of  1792. 

In  illustration  of  the  origin  of  this  Canon,  and  the  pur¬ 
pose  for  which  it  was  designed,  the  venerable  Bishop 
White  used  to  relate  the  following  incident: 

On  one  occasion  among  the  passengers  on  board  a 
vessel  sailing  from  England  to  this  country,  were  two  per¬ 
sons.  One  of  these  was  a  clergyman  of  the  Church  of 
England.  He  was  a  single  man,  with  no  immediate 
family  connections,  who  had  resolved  to  emigrate  to 
America,  and  exercise  his  ministry  in  this  new  country. 
The  other  person  was  a  convict,  who  had  just  served  out 
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his  time  in  prison,  and  who,  to  avoid  the  disgrace  of  his 
ill-doing,  resolved  “to  leave  his  country  for  his  country’s 
good.”  During  the  voyage  the  clergyman  was  taken 
very  ill.  The  convict,  whose  history  and  real  character 
were  unknown,  nursed  him  with  the  utmost  care  and 
kindness.  The  clergyman  died  on  the  voyage,  leaving 
all  his  personal  effects,  including  his  clothing,  his  sermons 
and  the  certificate  of  his  ordination  to  his  kind  nurse. 
This  man  assumed  the  name  of  the  deceased  minister. 
On  his  arrival  here  he  presented  his  letters  of  orders  to 
the  bishop.  On  the  invitation  of  the  bishop  he  preached 
one  of  his  dead  friend’s  sermons.  This  was  entirely 
satisfactory.  He  was  called  to  a  church,  where  he  min¬ 
istered  acceptably  for  several  years.  The  secret  of  his 
real  character  was  never  known,  till  on  his  deathbed  he 
confessed  it  himself,  and  gave  the  history  of  his  life. 

This  incident  gives  us  the  true  light  in  which  to  judge 
of  the  origin  and  design  of  the  Canon  we  are  considering. 
And  thus  we  see  from  the  history  of  the  Canon ,  that  it 
was  designed  to  prevent  impostors  from  palming  them¬ 
selves  off  as  clergymen  of  the  Episcopal  Church.  It  had 
no  reference  to  non-episcopal  ministers. 

But  then  there  is  something  in  the  heading  of  this  Canon , 
as  well  as  in  its  history,  which  proves  that  this  is  the 
proper  construction  to  put  upon  it.  The  heading  is  as 
follows  :  “  Of  persons  not  ministers  officiating.”  Now 
to  assume  that  this  refers  to  non-episcopal  ministers  is 
coolly  to  beg  the  whole  question.  It  is,  without  any 
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authority,  to  take  for  granted  the  important  principle  at 
issue  in  this  contest.  That  this  cannot  be  the  meaning 
of  the  Canon  before  us,  is  evident  from  this  circumstance 
that  it  would  set  the  Canons  of  the  Church  in  opposition 
to  its  Articles.  Every  one  familiar  with  the  on-going  of 
societies  among  men,  understands  very  well  the  differ¬ 
ence  that  exists  between  the  constitution  of  a  society,  and 
its  by-laws.  The  constitution  of  a  society  embodies  its 
fundamental,  organic  laws — the  principles  on  which  it  is 
founded.  This  constitution  is  never  allowed  to  be 
changed,  except  with  the  greatest  care,  and  after  the 
most  mature  and  grave  consideration.  But  the  by-laws 
of  the  society  are  things  of  an  entirely  different  nature. 
They  are  only  the  rules  which  the  members  of  that 
society  adopt  for  their  own  convenience,  in  transacting 
the  business  of  the  society.  They  can  be  made,  and 
un-made  with  the  greatest  ease  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
members.  And  it  is  a  principle,  universally  admitted  in 
the  operation  of  such  societies,  that  no  by-law  must  be 
framed  that  is  in  opposition  to  any  article  of  the  consti¬ 
tution  of  the  society. 

Well,  then,  suppose  we  consider  our  Protestant  Epis¬ 
copal  Church  as  a  society.  The  39  Articles  form  its 
constitution.  In  them  are  embodied  the  organic,  funda¬ 
mental  laws  of  this  society — the  great  principles  of  its 
existence.  The  Canons,  as  compared  with  the  Articles, 
are  but  as  the  by-laws  of  this  society  to  its  constitution. 
If  any  man  attempt  to  put  a  particular  construction  on 
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that  that  construction  is  opposed  to  one  of  the  principles 
in  the  constitution  of  the  church,  this  must  prove  that 
supposed  construction  to  be  erroneous.  Nay,  further,  if 
the  canon  or  by-law  be  ever  so  clear  and  plain  in  its 
meaning,  so  as  not  to  admit  of  two  opinions,  yet  if  it  can 
be  proved  to  be  in  opposition  to  any  one  of  the  funda¬ 
mental,  organic  laws  of  the  Church,  it  is  of  no  authority. 
The  General  Convention  of  our  Church  is  as  much  bound 
by  the  39  Articles  as  the  humblest  member  of  the  Church. 
That  Convention  has  no  power  to  pass  any  Canon  that  is 
clearly  opposed  to  one  of  those  Articles.  But  I  have 
proved — I  think  I  may  say  satisfactorily — that  the  23d 
Article  of  our  Church  gives  a  definition  of  ordination 
which  teaches,  with  all  the  authority  of  this  Church, 
that  men  may  be  valid  ministers  of  Christ  without  recei¬ 
ving  episcopal  ordination.  The  General  Convention  may 
pass  a  score  of  canons  affirming  as  strongly  as  possible 
that  without  the  episcopacy  there  can  be  no  ministry. 
Those  canons  will  only  be  by-laws  opposed  to  the  con¬ 
stitution.  As  such  they  never  can  have  the  slightest 
binding  authority.  However  many  individuals  may  hold 
it  as  their  private  opinion  that  without  episcopal  ordina¬ 
tion  there  can  be  no  church  and  no  ministry,  it  never  can 
be  proclaimed  as  the  teaching  of  our  staunchly  Protest¬ 
ant  Church,  while  the  23d  Article  stands  as  it  is — that 
blessed  boon  of  God — that  liberal,  scriptural  statement 
of  the  truth  on  this  subject,  which  has  come  down  to  us 
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unchanged  from  the  Reformation — pervaded  by  the  spirit 
and  baptized  with  the  blood  of  the  sainted  martyr 
Cranmer.* 


*  In  support  of  the  interpretation  of  the  Canon  here  given,  I  wish  to 
adduce  the  opinions  of  two  of  our  deceased  bishops,  who  were  known  to 
hold  different  views  of  the  ministry  from  those  advocated  in  this  sermon. 
One  of  these  was  the  Right  Rev.  II.  U.  Onderdonk  of  this  diocese.  The 
other  was  tiie  Right  Rev.  John  Crocs,  of  New  Jersey. 

On  one  occasion  a  well-known  and  beloved  presbyter  of  this  diocese, 
who  is  still  living,  was  driving  Bishop  Onderdonk  from  one  appointment  to 
another.  On  the  way  he  told  him  of  the  cordial  feeling  existing  in  the  place 
of  his  residence,  between  mself  and  the  Presbyterian  minister,  and  ex¬ 
pressed  the  regret  he  felt  that  there  was  any  Canon  in  our  Church  which  pre¬ 
vented  him  from  ever  inviting  a  minister  of  another  denomination  to  unite 
in  an  occasional  public  service.  The  bishop  inquired  to  what  Canon  he  re¬ 
ferred.  lie  quoted  the  Canon  we  are  now  considering.  The  bishop  replied 
that  that  Canon  had  no  reference  to  ministers  of  other  denominations  ;  and 
then  showed  from  the  history  of  the  Canon,  that  its  design  was,  as  here 
stated,  to  keep  impostors  from  intruding  themselves  into  our  Churches. 

The  other  incident  referring  to  Bishop  Croes,  is  as  follows  : 

Some  thirty  years  ago,  the  Rev.  George  G.  Morehouse,  Rector  of  St. 
Andrew’s  Church,  Mount  Holly,  N.  J.,  gave  notice  after  morning  service 
on  Sunday,  that  the  Rev.  Dr.  Cannon,  of  New  Brunswick,  would  preach 
in  the  church  in  the  evening.  Dr.  Cannon,  well  known  as  a  distinguished 
clergyman  of  the  Reformed  Dutch  Church,  accordingly  preached  a  most 
excellent  sermon  from  Romans  xiii.  11.  The  next  day  a  lay  friend  of  the 
Rector,  taking  the  view  of  the  meaning  of  Canon  XI.,  Title  I.,  now  so  pre¬ 
valent  among  high-churchmen,  inquired  how  he  reconciled  his  courtesy 
to  Dr.  Cannon,  with  the  law  as  thus  understood;  to  which  Dr.  Morehouse 
replied;  that  in  a  conversation  some  years  before  with  his  Diocesan,  the 
late  Bishop  Croes,  the  bishop  explained  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
Canon  was  originally  passed,  and  assured  him  that  it  was  in  noway  intended 
to  forbid  the  invitation  of  non-episcopal  clergymen  to  preach,  nor  the  lend¬ 
ing  of  the  church  for  a  service  by  such  clergymen  upon  proper  occasions. 
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And  thus  as  in  harmony  with  the  teaching  of  the 
Bible,  with  the  facts  of  Providence,  with  the  Prayer  Book, 
and  the  Canons,  I  hold  these  liberal  views  of  the  minis¬ 
try  in  opposition  to  the  ultra  views  held  by  some. 

In  conclusion ,  it  is  clear  from  what  has  now  been  saicl,  that 
the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  is  not  justly  liable  to  the 
charge  of  exclusiveness ,  so  often  brought  against  her.  1  That 
many  of  her  ministers  and  members  do  hold  exclusive 
views  is  true;  but  they  do  not  represent  the  Church.  In 
her  articles  and  standards  this  Church  is  not  exclusive. 
She  requires  episcopal  ordination  for  her  own  ministers. 
This  she  has  a  right  to  do.  But  at  the  same  time  she 
admits  the  validity  of  other  ordinations.  Her  ministers 
may  not  deem  it  expedient  to  invite  ministers  of  other 
churches  into  their  pulpits,  except  on  rare  occasions,  but 
this  is  a  matter  that  rests  altogether  on  the  ground  of 
expediency.  There  is  no  law  of  the  Church  against  it. 
The  spirit  of  our  Church  is  not  an  exclusive  but  a  liberal 
spirit. 

We  see  further,  from  this  subject,  who  are  the  true  expo¬ 
nents  and  representatives  of  the  principles  of  our  Church. 
It  is  those  who  are  known  as  evangelical  men.  They 
stand  the  nearest  to  the  ground  on  which  the  Reformers 
stood.  They  hold  to  the  Articles  in  the  liberal,  scriptu¬ 
ral,  Protestant  spirit  which  the  Reformers  breathed  into 
them.  They  have  to  do  wdth  tables  and  not  with  altars 
in  their  chancels.  They  have  a  service  of  communion, 
a  commemorative  service,  and  not  a  sacrifice  upon 
those  tables — a  service  in  which  Christ  is  present  in  the 


hearts  of  His  people,  and  not  in  the  material  elements. 
They  are  satisfied  with  the  time-honored  title  of  Prot¬ 
estant  Episcopal  Church,  and  abhor  the  idea  of  a  Re¬ 
formed  Catholic  Church.  They  have  no  sympathy  with 
Rome  or  with  Romanizing  tendencies.  They  have  no 
desire  for  union  with  corrupt  churches  merely  because 
they  hold  to  episcopacy.  They  value  the  precious  jewel 
of  the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus,  more  than  the  casket  which 
enshrines  it.  Their  hearts  go  out  in  sympathy  with  all 
who  love  that  truth  and  preach  it  faithfully  by  whatever 
name  they  are  called.  These  are  the  men  who  would 
have  been  found  side  by  side  with  Cranmer  and  Latimer 
and  Ridley  and  their  associates,  if  their  lot  had  been 
cast  in  the  days  of  the  Reformation.  And  if  the  battle 
of  the  Reformation  is  to  be  fought  over  again  in  our  day, 
it  is  the  men  ■who  get  the  clearest  view  and  the  firmest 
bold  of  the  truth  as  the  Reformers  held  and  taught  it, 
who  will  best  represent  our  Church,  and  be  the  best  pre¬ 
pared  to  maintain  and  vindicate  her  liberal,  scriptural, 
Protestant  principles.  May  Ctod  increase  and  multiply 
the  number  of  such  ministers  and  such  men  in  our  Church. 
May  He  teach  them  to  contend  earnestly  for  the  faith 
once  delivered  unto  saints.  May  He  overrule  for  good 
the  troubles  that  spring  up  within  our  borders.  May 
He  disperse  and  drive  away  the  dark  clouds  of  error  that 
now  lower  in  our  sky,  and  cause  our  beloved  Church  to 
arise  and  shine;  to  hold  on  her  victorious  way,  “fair  as 
the  moon,  clear  as  the  sun,  beautiful  as  Tirzah,  comely 
as  Jerusalem,  and  terrible  as  an  army  with  banners !” 


